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A  study  was  eonduet ed  to  determine  the  economic  feasibility 
of  the  Leadership  Evaluat Ion  and  Analysis  Program  (LEAF'. 

Data  were  collecte!!  on  Marine  Corps  commands  to  establish 
the  validity  and  applloaMllty  of  the  program. 

The  results  demonstrate  the  eoonomto  feasibility  of  t he 
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Summary 


A  study  was  conducted  to  determine  the  economic  feasibil¬ 
ity  of  the  Leadership  Evaluation  and  Analysis  Program  (LEAP) . 
Several  sources  of  information  were  analyzed.  Data  were 
collected  on  Marine  Corps  commands  to  establish  the  concurrent 
and  predictive  validity  of  the  Interaction  Inventory  scales  in 
relation  to  Leadership  Analysis  Form  indices.  Unauthorized 
absenteeism  end  reeniistment  rates  within  participating  com¬ 
mands  were  used  as  criteria. 

In  addition,  several  pre-post  measures  of  LEAP  interven¬ 
tion  were  calculated,  focusing  on  motivational  outcomes  and 
unit  production.  Finally,  a  number  of  case  histories  depicting 
various  intervention  styles  for  using  LEAP  materials  were 
described. 

The  results  demonstrate  the  economic  feasibility  of  the 
LEAP  as  a  resource  for  the  small  unit  commander  in  identifying 
organizational  deficiencies,  planning  intervention,  and  evalu¬ 
ating  outcomes.  The  LEAP  indices  are  a  valid  reflection  of 
unit  motivation  and  performance.  The  data  reveal  significant 
correlations  between  increased  LEAP  scores  and  both  higher 
reenlistments  and  lower  absenteeism.  Moreover,  the  LEAP  has 
been  instrumental  in  improving  command  production  rates  and 
upgrading  combat  readiness.  Evidence  of  the  applicability  of 
LEAP  materials  in  various  situations  was  also  provided. 

Comparisons  between  the  LEAP  approach  and  methodologies 
used  by  other  military  services  were  discussed.  The  decen¬ 
tralized,  self-development  strategy  represents  the  best 
potential  for  cost-beneficial  outcomes  and  for  maintaining 
command  confidentiality  and  self-reliance.  However,  several 
drawbacks  are  apparent,  such  as  limited  data  access  and  the 
lack  of  large-scale  evaluation  feedback  to  the  user  unit.  A 
procedure  was  outlined  for  a  direct  data  input  and  retrieval 
system  that  generates  common  solutions  to  Marine  Corps  con¬ 
cerns  and  produces  leadership/management  training  material 
while  maintaining  unit  anonymity. 

It  was  concluded  that  the  LEAP  is  a  sound  organizational 
investment  for  the  Marine  Corps.  Through  adequate  support  at 
the  policy-making  level.  Marine  commanders  can  be  guided  toward 
a  substantial  savings  in  manpower  retention,  efficiency,  and 
utilization.  While  material  incentives  are  often  used  to 
attract  personnel  and  to  promote  professionalism  in  the  mili¬ 
tary,  not  enough  emphasis  is  placed  on  intrinsic  organizational 
and  motivational  variables.  The  latter  represents  a  more 
rational,  durable,  and  economical  approach  toward  maintaining 
effective  military  strength. 
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Introduction 


In  an  increasingly  cost-conscious  atmosphere,  proponents 
of  government- supported  programs  have  felt  considerable  pres¬ 
sure  to  justify  expenditures  through  appropriate  economic 
analysis.  Interest  in  evaluating  investments  is  especially 
pronounced  for  many  of  the  organizational  development  programs 
enthusiastically  launched  in  recent  years,  since  the  stated 
aims  of  these  efforts  were  to  improve  institutional  efficiency 
and  effectiveness. 

In  January  1978,  the  Army  began  a  major  evaluation  proj¬ 
ect  to  determine  the  value  of  their  Organizational  Efficiency 
program  in  terms  of  command  climate  and  various  performance 
indicators.  This  research  effort  is  destined  to  continue  for 
several  additional  years  before  a  final  conclusion  is  reached 
(Blades,  1978;  O'Mara,  1979).  The  funding  for  this  evaluation 
project  is  expected  to  reach  $250  thousand. 

The  Air  Force  has  been  involved  in  several  evaluation 
projects  of  their  many-faceted  organizational  development  (OD) 
program.  In  the  summer  of  1977,  the  Air  Force  Institute  of 
Technology  was  tasked  with  evaluating  the  impact  of  a  team 
development  program  on  the  Air  Force  Research  and  Development 
Laboratory.  A  data  base  was  established  in  January  1978,  and 
additional  measurements  are  planned  for  1979  and  1980  (Stahl, 
Manley,  &  McNichols,  1978)  .  In  addition,  continuing  reports 
on  the  experimental  effects  of  the  Air  Force  job  enrichment 
workshops  (begun  in  1974)  are  being  produced  in  the  hope  of 
justifying  the  high  cost  of  such  intervention  (Umstot,  1978)  . 

Since  1975  the  Navy  Personnel  Research  and  Development 
Center  has  been  attempting  a  variety  of  pre-  and  post- 
experimental  measures  to  assess  the  effects  of  Human  Resource 
Management  Cycle  intervention  aboard  Navy  ships  (Mumford, 
1976).  Planned  future  evaluation  research  on  the  Navy's  OD 
program  includes  attention  to  a  long  list  of  potential  moder¬ 
ating  variables  (Thomas,  1978). 


The  results  ot  these 


evaluation  proieets  will  provide 
praet  i  t  ioners  .uul  admitiist  rators  alike  with  valuable  msiuht 
into  investment  benefits  and  provide  an  opportunity  to 
improve,  reintoive,  or  eorreot  exist  inn  programs  as  well  as 
develop  more  oost -e  f  f  eet  i  ve  appvoaehes  toward  upuradina  mili¬ 
tary  offioieney. 

Purpose 

The  purpose  ot  this  report  is  to  provide  some  evidence 
of  the  value  ot  the  Marine  dorps'  Leadership  Kvaluat ion  and 
Analysis  Proutam  tl.KAPt  to  the  user  and  to  estimate  the  poten¬ 
tial  oost-benefit  outoomes  that  ean  be  expeeted  as  a  result 
of  oomniand  intervention  usinu  t  he  l.KAP  t  eehu  levies .  Unlike 
the  experimentally  designed,  lame- seale,  and  lonuitudin.il 
evaluation  proieets  impl  emetit  ed  by  the  other  military  bratiohes, 
this  of  tort  represents  a  small  segment  i 1 . K  man-months)  ot  a 
.’4.4  nun-month  oontrnot  whioh  was  primarily  awarded  to  imple¬ 
ment  and  further  develop  the  l.KAP. 

While  no  systematic*,  eontrollod,  eeonomie  analysis  was 
staued,  the*  data  for  this  report  was  oathered  from  pilot 
proieets  and  on  an  ad  hoe,  voluntary  basis  from  l.KAP  praet i- 
t  loners.  Tin*  data  were  analyzed  to  oenerate  desoript  ions  ot 
l.KAP  appl  ieat  ions,  predietive  perform.tttee  outoomes,  and  the 
results  ot  several  pre-post  measures  t rout  whioh  eost-bonetit 
intoreneos  will  be  drawn.  This  report  will  outline  the  poten¬ 
tial  benefits  ot  l.KAP  intervention  on  a  broad  basis  and  deter¬ 
mine  several  oost  rat ios  from  available  data. 

The  rationale  for  this  study  is  based  on  the  premise  that 
evaluation  data  should  be  produeed  as  an  internal  part  ot  pro¬ 
gram  development,  and  suoh  results  should  be  ineluded  as  an 
essential  aspeot  of  any  program  that  is  supplied  tv'  a  potential 
user.  In  this  regard,  the  results  of  this  report  represent  a 
data  base  and  a  framework  for  future  systematie  evaluation 
pro  jeet s . 


ha ok around 

Tho  l.oadorship  Kva  1  uat  ion  and  Analysis  Vroviram  tl.KAt'i  is 
dosumod  to  provido  small  unit  ooittntamlors  with  t  ho  toohmquos 
and  proooduro  by  whioh  t hoy  oan  assoss  loaviorship  oonoorns, 
dotormino  t  ho  lovol  of  unit  oombat  roadinoss,  and  uvaluato  tho 
of f oot ivonoss  of  tho  doo  i  s  ion-mak  i  im  inwoss.  I'oo  t  s i i'n-mak  i  m; 
foodbaok,  t  ht  oimh  poriodio  appl  ii-.it  ton  of  tin'  IKAb,  aids  tho 
loador  m  dovolopmo  tho  tloxibilitv  nooossary  to  oontrol  ami 
influonoo  various  vi  roups  umior  a  variotv  of  situations  and 
mission  t  oqu  i  romont  s  .  Tho  oxport  iso  and  oonfidonoo  aoquirod 
from  this  proooss  durum  tho  proparat  ion  stuvjo  ot  military 
aotivity  onablo  tho  loador  tv'  t  . mot  ion  moro  oft'ootivoly  duriim 
a  t  into  of  crisis. 

Tho  l.KAb  is  toundod  v'n  tho  pi  iiu-iplos  v't  ot  vian  i /at  i  ona  l 
manuviomont  thoory  ami  bohavioral  soionoo  nn't  ln\iv'  loviy .  Hv'wovoi  , 
uttliko  otlior  provirams  v't  this  typo,  t  hv'  1.1'Al’  ot  tors  a  dooon- 
trali-od,  sol f-dovolopmont  stratoviy.  Tin'  ptwiram  is  dosionod 
for  usv>  sololy  at  tho  oompanv ,  battory,  ami  squadron  lovols. 
v'ommand  oontrol  ami  oonf  idont  ial  i  t  v  aro  ma  i  nt  a  i  in'vi ,  s  i  noo  tho 
ontiro  proviram  is  sol  t'-appl  iod ,  and  thoro  is  no  nood  tor  pro¬ 
fessional  assistanoo  tv’  v'v'iivUiv't  tin'  proviram  or  tv'  int.orprot  tho 
tosults.  Moro  vor,  program  appl  iv'at  iv'n  is  Vv'luntary,  t  horoby 
ol ininat inq  ropv'rt  roqu  i  roitiout  s  ami  v't  hot  administ  rat  ivo  btifviott 

Tho  l.KAP  prov'oduro  invv'lvos  tho  moasuromont  v'f  loaviorship 
bvisovi  v’n  v’pv'rat  iv’n.i !  1  y  do fi nod  porfvutiunv'o  oritoria  ami  assoss- 
nn'iit  of  v'ommand  mot ivat ion.  'IVv'  prinoipal  t  oohn  i  vein's  aro  usod  : 

•  Tho  Loador sh ijp  Analysis  Form  lUAF'  .  A 
rooordTnvi  prv'v'oss  tTiat  qonoratos  a  quan- 
titativo  raoasuro  v'f  stauvlatvl  loaviorship 
por  f oimaiioo .  Tho  IJVF  is  a  l  so  adaptablo 
tv'  v-v'mmaini-spv'v' i  f  iv'  porfv'rmaiiv'o  rov^ui  ro¬ 
nton  t  s . 

•  Tho  lilt t'lavd  iv'n  Invontorv.  A  porsv'tmol 
survov  iTnstrumont  that  yiolvls  a  vViranaiivi 
mv't  ivat  iv’na  l  prv'filo  in  forms  v't  a  num- 
bor  v't  unit  issuos  and  ootid  i  t  ions  . 


The  LEAP  is  presented  in  a  programmed  manual  and  was  sup¬ 
plied  to  all  potential  user  commands.  The  LEAP  Manual,  Volume 
I  (Affourtit,  1977a),  provides  unit  commanders  with  a  sequential 
step-by-step  procedure  for  the  application  of  the  techniques 
and  explicit  guidelines  for  the  scoring,  recording,  and  inter¬ 
pretation  of  results. 


Method 

The  fundamental  question  of  any  cost-benefit  evaluation 
project  is:  Is  the  ’’cost"  or  investment  in  terms  of  time, 
energy,  and  funds  greater  than,  equal  to,  or  less  than  the 
intended  outcome?  To  answer  this  question  adequately,  a  clear 
definition  of  goals  and  a  sufficient  accounting  of  expendi¬ 
tures  in  all  areas  are  necessary. 

Most  organizational  development  programs  in  the  military 
involve  the  use  of  professional  consultants  as  intervention 
experts  who  diagnose  various  organizational  deficiencies  and 
then  attempt  to  produce  change  through  implementation  of  some 
management  process  or  technique.  Generally,  the  entire  inter¬ 
vention  procedure  represents  an  expenditure  toward  the  primary 
goal  of  improving  organizational  climate  and/or  performance. 

In  most  cases,  the  cost  of  the  intervention  procedure  (includ¬ 
ing  consultant  fees,  training  cost,  equipment,  etc.)  must  be 
balanced  against  actual  outcomes  over  time.  Proper  evaluation 
requires  a  full  accounting  over  an  extended  period,  and  the 
systematic  use  of  control  groups  to  eliminate  the  effects  of 
intervening  variables  that  may  produce  alternate  plausible 
conclusions  for  the  results. 

In  the  case  of  the  LEAP,  however,  the  OD  process  is 
decentralized  to  the  unit  commander,  who  functions  as  the 
intervention  specialist  by  utilizing  the  techniques  and 
instructions  provided  to  identify  conditions  requiring  atten¬ 
tion.  The  LEAP  was  designed  as  a  diagnostic  tool,  the  sole 
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purpose  of  which  is  to  identify  pertinent  command  problem 
areas  and  evaluate  outcomes  in  terms  of  motivational  and  per¬ 
formance  criteria.  There  is  no  guarantee  that  the  commander 
who  applies  the  program  will  take  corrective  action  or  that 
any  action  taken  by  the  commander  will  produce  positive  out¬ 
comes.  Furthermore,  any  effort  expended  on  the  part  of  the 
commander  (whether  using  the  LEAP  or  some  other  process)  is 
considered  a  function  of  the  position  to  which  he  or  she  is 
assigned,  i.e.,  accomplishing  the  unit  mission  through  appro¬ 
priate  leadership/management  behavior  in  conformance  with 
organizational  standards.  The  LEAP  is  based  on  the  premise 
that,  given  proper  materials,  unit  commanders  can  be  more 
effective  intervention  specialists  than  an  outside  consultant. 
Therefore,  specialists  or  consultant  fees  need  not  be  calcu¬ 
lated  as  an  expenditure. 

At  the  same  time,  if  command  performance  improves  after 
a  LEAP  application,  the  LEAP  process  can  only  be  considered 
instrumental  to  the  outcome  —  a  functional  but  not  a  direct 
cause  for  the  effect.  However,  while  the  LEAP  cannot  be  jus¬ 
tified  by  outcome  variables,  certain  assumptions  can  be  made 
concerning  LEAP  utilization.  First,  commanders  who  are 
interested  in  improving  unit  conditions  must  be  properly 
guided  toward  appropriate  corrective  action.  Without  accurate 
recognition  of  unit  problem  areas,  commanders  can  do  little 
to  correct  them.  Proper  identification  is  essential  for 
planning  corrective  intervention  and  accurate  feedback  is 
necessary  for  evaluating  outcomes  and  determining  solutions. 

If  the  LEAP  does  not  in  itself  change  the  situation,  the 
process  should  accurately  reflect  the  situation  and  thereby 
direct  the  commander  to  deficiencies  as  well  as  strong  points 
within  the  unit.  Armed  with  proper  diagnostic  information, 
the  commander  can  take  action  to  improve  unit  conditions. 

Furthermore,  while  many  commanders  are  generally  aware 
of  morale  and  performance  deficiencies  within  their  units, 
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there  is  a  tendency  to  project  blame  on  oxternal  factors  as 
causation,  such  as  the  unit's  location,  deployment  status, 
and  societal  conditions.  By  accurately  linking  performance 
to  conditions  and  issues  within  the  unit,  commanders  will  be 
motivated  to  take  corrective  action.  The  commander  realizes 
that  many  aspects  of  unit  morale  and  performance  can  be  con¬ 
trolled  and  influenced  internally,  and  the  individual  in 
charge  has  the  capability  to  do  so  to  a  great  extent.  In 
this  case,  the  LEAP  functions  as  a  catalyst  for  command  inter¬ 
vention  and  positive  change. 

Any  cost-benefit  analysis  of  the  LEAP  must  bo  concerned 
with  the  degree  to  which  the  techniques  supplied  to  the  com¬ 
mander  represent  a  valid  and  rational  guide.  The  basic 
evaluation  questions  then  are: 

•  Can  the  instruments  contained  in  the  LEAP 
assist  the  commander  in  producing  a  more 
efficient  and  effective  unit? 

a  nd 

•  What  benefits  can  be  identified  or 
assessed  through  LEAP  intervention? 

Once  the  accuracy  of  the  LEAP  techniques  is  determined, 
certain  assumptions  can  be  made  about  the  influence  utiliza¬ 
tion  has  on  positive  outcomes. 

Procedure 

There  are  several  ways  to  determine  the  accuracy  and 
authenticity  of  evaluation  techniques.  One  approach  is  to 
conduct  a  series  of  reliability  and  validity  measures  during 
the  development  stages  and  after  implementation  on  a  test 
group.  These  measures  include  factor  analysis,  internal  con¬ 
sistency  and  reliability  estimates,  and  item  discriminat'd  1  ity 
tests.  The  results  of  these  measures  provide  evidence  of 
construct  and  content  validity  that  represent  estimates  of 


internal  test  validity.  The  l.KAP  survey  technique,  the  Inter¬ 
action  Inventory,  has  been  subjected  to  an  onqoinq  internal 
validation  process  (Affourtit,  1978a,  l*»78c,  197*1)  and  has 
satisfied  all  the  criteria  recommended  by  the  American 
Psychological  Association  (l‘>74). 

Another  method  of  determining  technique  authenticity  is 
to  concentrate  on  concurrent,  and  predictive  validity  estimates 
of  a  technique  which  are  more  closely  related  to  cost-benefit 
analysis.  This  report  will  focus  on  such  validation  measures 
and  show  the  relationship  between  l.KAP  motivational  scores  and 
actual  performance  outcomes  which,  in  turn,  will  be  used  to 
calculate  cost  estimates. 

tn  addition,  a  second  part  of  this  study  will  concentrate 
on  several  pre-post  measures  of  commands  that  applied  the*  l.KAP 
over  a  specified  period  to  determine  ohanqes  that  were  identi¬ 
fied  in  terms  of  motivation  and  performance  criteria.  Finally 
several  case  histories  of  l.KAP  application  will  be  described 
in  order  to  outline  the  actual  processes  used  by  pi -act  i t i oners 
attempting  to  improve  unit  combat  read i ness  of  feet i veness . 

The*  evidence  presented  in  this  report  will  allow  official 
to  make  judgments  concerning  the'  pre’se'nt  and  future'  value’  of 
the  LKAP  tei  the’  Marine'  Oe'rps. 


Results 

Concurrent  Performance  Valid! ty 

The  l.EAP  is  comprised  of  two  principal  techniques,  a 
command  motivational  measure  and  a  unit  performance  assessment 
technique.  The  I.EAP  Manual  provides  instructions  and  guide¬ 
lines  for  applying  the  techniques  and  through  an  inductive  or 
deductive  process,  for  making  judgments  and  decisions  that 
will  reinforce,  correct,  or  redirect  command  conditions  t hat- 
are  directly  related  to  unit  combat,  readiness. 

When  t  tie  commander  uses  the  l.EAP  to  make  judgment  s  and 
decisions,  the  adequacy  ami  effectiveness  of  the  decision  is 
directly  related  to  the  accuracy  of  the  technique  used.  Once 
the  validity  or  predictive  value  of  t  tie  information  provided 
by  the  t.EAP  is  determined,  estimates  or  outcomes,  in  terms  of 
cost-benefit  ratios,  can  be  calculated.  in  this  section,  the 
criter  ia  used  to  measure  the  external  validity  of  t  tie  t,KAP 
wilt  be  unauthorized  absence  and  i  eotil  isLment  rates  within  a 
sample  of  Marine  Corps  commands. 

Mot i vat  i oiial  Scores  and  Unauthorized  Absenteeism  (PA) 

PA  rates  were  calculated  for  11  company  level  commands 
that  administered  the  l.EAP  Interaction  Inventory  during  a 
pilot  study.  PA  rates  for  each  command  were  calculated  on 
the  basis  of  the  number  of  individual  Marines  absent  over  a 
2 4 -hour  period  for  i  months,  1  month  preceding  and  during  the 
motivational  survey.  The  total  number  of  PA's  for  the  entire 
period  was  divided  by  the  average  on-liand  (O/U)  figure  for 
each  command.  The  O' II  figure  was  calculated  as  an  average  of 
the  total  number  of  personnel  recorded  on  the  unit's  morning 
report  for  the  1st,  lr»th,  and  10th  of  each  month.'  The 

'The  procedure  for  calculating  PA  rates  is  given  in 
Chapter  The  leadership  Analysis  Form,  of  the  l.EAP  Manual. 
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combined  LEAP  Interaction  Inventory  scores  Tor  rank  qroups  E-l 
through  E-5  were  used  to  determine  the  motivational  level  of 
each  command. 

Table  1  shows  the  results  of  correlations  between  LEAP 
scale  scores  and  UA  rates  for  the  participating  commands. 

All  of  the  correlations  are  in  the  expected  direction,  reveal¬ 
ing  a  consistently  negative  relationship  between  measures  of 
command  motivation  and  absenteeism.  Statistically  significant 
relationships  were  found  for  the  Command  Cohesion  and  Minority 
P iscr iminat ion  subscales  and  for  the  total  Command  Equality 
scale. 


Ta61e  I 

Correlation  Coef f 1 c i ent s  for 
LtAP  Scale  Scores  and  Unauthorised  Absence 


Kendal)  (tau) 

ItAP  Scales 

Coef  fid  enl  s 

Ciwmand  Preparedness 

- .  2 16 

C omrnand  I  f  f  i  c  1  ency 

1 6t* 

Command  Cohesion 

-.4 18' 

Command  Equality 

- . 182' 

Minority  Discrimination 

-.  71*6** 

Malority  Discrimination 

- .  1*»6 

Intergroup  Climate 

-.216 

Just  Ice 

-  .  200 

Mot  1  vat  1 ona 1  LQ 

-.  U6 

<  .os  **£  <  .001 


Adopting  a  procedure  described  by  Cuilford  and  Fruchter 
(197.1),  a  regression  coefficient  was  calculated  to  translate 
the  correlation  ratios  of  Table  1  into  numbers  of  PA’ a  per 
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scale  Index  for  the  entire  sample.  The  first  step  in  this 
procedure  was  to  establish  the  average  0/H  figure  for  the 
sample  commands.-  Next,  vising  the  variance  of  the  UA  rate  and 
the  motivational  scale  score  along  with  the  correlation  coef¬ 
ficient  of  Table  1,  the  regression  oquation  was  applied.  The 
results  produced  an  index  which  was  translated  into  actual 
numbers  of  UA's  for  each  scale  score  increase  or  decrease  for 
an  average  command  of  200  during  a  2-month  period. 

Figure  l  illustrates  the  calculated  decrease  in  UA's  in 
terms  of  personnel  number  for  each  corresponding  increase  in 
the  Minority  Discrimination  scale  score.  A  l-jjoint  increase 
in  this  score  is  equivalent  to  9.2*  or  1.84  fewer  UA's  over  a 
2-month  period.  That  is,  improving  the  perceptual  Judgment  of 
a  command  by  l  |>oint,  a  commander  can  expect  approximately  1 
fewer  UA  each  month.  And,  for  a  change  of  4  points  in  the 
positive  direction,  a  commander  can  expect  7 .  ;H>  fewer  UA's 
over  a  2-month  period.  An  motivational  scale  scores  increase, 
correspond ing  UA's  decrease  and  vice  versa. 

Disparity  Measures  and  Unauthorized  Absenteeism  (UA) 

Analysis  of  the  pilot  study  data  revealed  a  very  signifi¬ 
cant  leadership  dimension,  the  Pi  spar  i  ty  Index  (PI)  (Af  tomtit, 
l°77b) .  The  Dt  was  derived  by  measuring  differences  in  item  and 
scale  scores  between  pertinent  groups  within  a  command,  such  as 
rank  groups  (R-r'  and  below  vs.  fi-6  and  above)  and  ethnic/raoial 
groups  (Minority  vs.  Majority).  The  calculations  produced  rank 
DT  scores  for  the  Command  Preparedness  scales  and  ethnic  PI 
scores  for  the  scales  of  the  Command  Kquality  factor.  An  over¬ 
all  Disparity  l.eadorship  Quotient  was  derived  by  combining  the 
Command  Preparedness  and  Command  Kquality  PV  scores. 

-The  average  O/H  figure  for  the  sample  commands  was 
actually  188.  However,  to  facilitate  interpretation,  UA 
results  were  projected  onto  a  command  of  200,  representing 
the  average  Marino  Corps  company. 


Figure  I 


The  Relationship  Between  Motivational  Scores 
and  Personnel  Performance  for  a  2-Month  Period 

Minority  Discrimination  :  UA 
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The  measure  of  disparity  between  pertinent  groups  may  be 
as  important,  if  not  more  important,  an  indicator  of  command 
motivation  than  the  attained  scale  scores.  The  DI  is  actually 
a  measure  of  unity  and  disunity  within  a  command.  If  there  is 
little  disparity  between  rank  groups  but  low  scale  scores, 
then  all  unit  members  recognize  that  conditions  are  not  good, 
but  they  are  bound  by  the  fact  that  all  are  involved  in  the 
situation  together,  and  that  deficiencies  can  be  improved 
through  collective  effort. 

Using  disparity  as  a  criteria  for  predicting  UA  rates 
for  the  study  command,  the  results  as  shown  in  Table  2  reveal 
that  the  Command  Preparedness  DI  (rank)  and  the  Disparity  LQ 
(rank/ethnic)  are  significant  at  the  .01  level  of  confidence, 
while  the  Command  Efficiency  and  Cohesion  subscales  are  sig¬ 
nificant  at  the  .05  level. 
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Table  2 


Correlation  Coefficients  for 
Disparity  Indices  and  Unauthorized  Absence 


LEAP 

Disparity  Indices 

Pearson  r 
Coef  f i c i ent  s 

Command  Preparedness 

.667** 

Command  Efficiency 

.512* 

Command  Cohesion 

.617* 

Command  Equality 

.338 

Minority  Discrimination 

.'•92 

Major i ty  Discrimination 

.053 

Intergroup  Climate 

.070 

Justice 

.  3<«0 

Disparity  LQ 

.687** 

*£<•05  **£<.01 


Translating  correlation  ratios  to  expected  outcomes,  using 
the  same  procedure  outlined  above,  it  is  possible  to  predict 
performance  outcomes  in  terms  of  personnel  behavior  and  dis- 
parity  index  change.  In  this  case,  a  DI  decrease  represents 
closing  the  motivational  gap  between  groups  of  Marines  within 
a  command  and  thereby  increasing  agreement  or  unity. 

Figure  2  provides  a  graphic  representation  for  the  esti¬ 
mated  UA  performance  outcome  for  each  point  decrease  on  the 
Command  Preparedness  DI  score.  For  each  point  improvement  in 
the  command  (agreement  between  rank  groups  over  the  conditions 
measured),  2.25  fewer  UA's  can  be  expected  over  a  2-month 
period.  A  4-point  positive  change  would  represent  nine  fewer 
UA's  over  the  same  period. 

Figure  3  shows  the  expected  change  in  UA  rate  for  scale 
score  differences  in  the  overall  Disparity  LQ  (i.e., 


agreement 


Figure  2 


The  Relationship  Between  Motivational  Scores 
and  Personnel  Performance  for  a  2-Month  Period 

Command  Preparedness  Disparity  :  UA 
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between  both  rank  and  ethnic  groups  combined)  .  For  each  point, 
toward  overall  agreement,  3.49  fewer  UA's  can  be  predicted  over 
a  2-month  period  for  the  average  command  of  200.  A  4-point 
decrease  in  the  DX  LQ  score  would  produce  13.96  fewer  UA’s 
over  the  same  span  of  time. 

Direct  dollar  costs  for  UA  data  are  difficult  to  deter¬ 
mine.  A  recent  GAO  report  (1979)  estimated  costs  for  AWOL  in 
the  military  to  be  $220.8  million  for  fiscal  year  1977,  the 
latest  year  calculated.  Compared  to  the  other  services,  the 
Marine  Corps,  with  proportionately  higher  AWOL  rates,  expended 
a  larger  percentage  of  its  budget  on  absenteeism.  The  economic 
factors  used  in  the  GAO  report  included  costs  for  reporting, 
apprehending,  processing  after  return,  courts-martial  and  non¬ 
judicial  punishments,  confinement,  and  recruiting  and  training 
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Figure  3 


The  Relationship  Between  Motivational  Scores 
and  Personnel  Performance  for  a  2-Month  Period 

Disparity  LQ  :  UA 
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coats  lost  due  to  early  separation.  Costs  were  not  developed 
for  pretrial  confinement  or  other  nonproductive  status,  pay  and 
benefits  while  in  confinement  (if  sentence  did  not  include  for¬ 
feiture  of  pay),  applicable  costs  of  operating  correctional 
custody  facilities,  review  of  courts-martial  and  appeals, 
processing  early  discharges,  and  costs  of  VA  benefits  granted 
offenders. 

For  the  company  level  commander,  absenteeism  represents 
a  number  of  economic  losses,  such  as  additional  administrative 
duties,  production  and  manpower  decreases,  and  overall  reduc¬ 
tion  in  combat  readiness  status.  And,  in  the  more  critical 
MOS  fields  where  replacements  are  not  readily  available,  the 
cost  of  UA  may  be  considerably  higher  than  in  infantry  units. 
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Motivational  Scale  Scores  and  Reenlistment  Rates 


The  second  performance  criterion  used  to  test  the  predic¬ 
tive  value  of  the  LEAP  Interaction  Inventory  scales  was  command 
retention  figures.  Ten  company  level  commands  with  at  least 
40%  survey  participation  and  at  least  two  potential  accessions 
were  included  in  the  analysis.  First-term  reenlistment  rates 
for  each  command  were  calculated  for  a  3-month  period  (before, 
during,  and  after  the  motivational  survey)  by  dividing  the 
number  of  potential  accessions  into  the  number  of  actual 
reenlistments. 

The  results  as  presented  in  Table  3  show  a  consistently 
positive  correlation  between  scale  scores  and  reenlistment 
rates.  While  all  the  correlations  are  high  for  this  size 
sample,  reenlistments  were  significantly  associated  with  the 
Command  Cohesion  and  the  Justice  scales.  That  is,  first-term 
reenlistments  are  significantly  higher  in  those  commands  where 


Table  3 

Correlation  Coefficients  for 
LEAP  Scale  Scores  and  Reenlistment  Rates 


Kendall  (tau) 

LEAP  Scales  Coefficients 


Command  Preparedness 

.289 

Command  Efficiency 

.289 

Command  Cohesion 

.  467* 

Command  Equality 

.333 

Minority  Discrimination 

.333 

Majority  Discrimination 

.244 

Intergroup  Climate 

.111 

Justice 

.51 1’' 

Motivational  LQ 

.333 
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unit  members  perceive  more  cohesiveness  and  where  they  con¬ 
sider  justice  to  be  more  positive  as  measured  by  the  Interaction 
Inventory. 

Using  the  same  procedure  described  above  for  translating 
UA  correlation  ratios  into  expected  performance  rates,  first- 
term  reenlistment  scores  wore  calculated  for  the  sample  com¬ 
mands  and  projected  onto  an  average  command  of  200.  On  the 
average,  l-t  of  the  Marines  were  available  for  reenlistment 
over  the  3-month  period ,  and  sliohtly  over  10*  of  those  avail¬ 
able  (10.11*)  reenlisted  during  the  period  studied.  Applying 
the  conversion  formula  for  reenlistments,  the  results  as  pre¬ 
sented  in  Figure  4  reveal  the  probable  performance  outcome 
for  1-point  increases  in  t.F.Al'  Interaction  Inventory  scale 
scores  over  a  1-month  period. 

figure  ** 

Hie  Relationship  Ret  ween  Mot ‘national  Scores 
and  Personnel  Performance  for  a  1-Month  Period 

Cohesion  :  Reenlistment 
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As  Figure  4  illustrates,  the  potential  increase  in 
first-term  reenlistments  for  each  point  increase  on  the  Com¬ 
mand  Cohesion  scale  is  7,5%  or  1.81  Marines  over  3  months. 

A  4-point  change  toward  more  positive  perception  of  Command 
Cohesion  is  equivalent  to  7.5  more  reenlistments  for  an 
average  size  command. 

The  expected  response  for  eligible  first- term  reenlistees 
is  even  higher  for  comparable  increases  in  the  Justice  scale 
as  shown  in  Figure  5.  Each  point  represents  a  9.8%  increase 
or  2.35  more  Marines  reenlisting  in  the  Corps. 


Figure  5 

The  Relationship  Between  Motivational  Scores 
and  Personnel  Performance  for  a  3-Month  Period 

Justice  :  Reen 1 i stment 


1111111111 

1111111' 


r 


Number  of  Pei  tonne  I 


Disparity  Measures  and  Reenlistment  Rates 

Correlation  ratios  between  measures  of  disparity  (DT) 
and  command  retention  rates  were  also  computed  in  the  same 
manner  as  accomplished  for  the  UA  data.  As  Table  4  reveals, 
while  all  correlation  ratios  are  in  the  expected  direction, 

DI  measures  are  significantly  associated  with  reenlistment 
rates  for  the  overall  Command  Equality  scale  and  for  the 
Justice  and  Interqroup  Climate  scales.  In  other  words,  as 
disagreement  or  disunity  between  unit  members  over  conditions 
of  equality,  justice,  and  tension  decreases,  the  probability 
of  reenlistment  increases  significantly. 


Table  4 

Correlation  Coefficients  for 
Disparity  Indices  and  Reenlistment  Rates 


LEAP 

Disparity  Indices 

Pearson  r 
Coef  f ic ien  ts 

Command  Preparedness 

-.060 

Command  Efficiency 

C omma nd  Cohesion 

-.  J  I ^ 
-.268 

Command  Equa 1 i t y 

-.737** 

Minority  Discrimination 
Majority  Discriminat ion 
Interyroup  Climate 

Justice 

-.SOI 

-.3)1 

-,5W 

-.680** 

Disparity  LQ 

-.433 

*£<•05  **£<.01 
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Figure  7  shows  the  corresponding  reenlistment  increase 
expected  for  respective  decreases  in  each  DI  for  the  total 
Command  Equality  scale.  Combining  the  disparity  for  the  four 
Equality  scales,  for  each  point  change  toward  unity  a  com¬ 
mander  can  predict  a  19.2%  or  4.6  increase  in  reenlistments 
over  3  months. 
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Figure  7 


The  Relationship  Between  Motivational  Scores 
and  Personnel  Performance  for  a  3_Month  Period 

Equality  Disparity  :  Reenlistment 
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In  estimating  actual  cost-benefit  for  increased  reen¬ 
listments,  a  number  of  variables  must  be  considered,  such  as 
training  and  development  expenditures,  experience  gained, 
and  the  costs  for  general  shortages  in  the  combat  arms  in 
terms  of  defense  effectiveness. 
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Pre-Post  Results 


Since  LEAP  survey  results  represent  a  valid  indicator  of 
motivational  conditions  requiring  command  intervention,  the 
same  procedure  can  be  used  in  evaluating  any  intervention  pro¬ 
cess  instituted  to  correct  motivational  deficiencies.  The 
results  of  several  commands  that  conducted  pre-post  measures 
of  command  motivation  to  help  plan  and  then  evaluate  inter¬ 
vention  procedures  and  offered  their  data  are  illustrative  of 
the  gains  received. 

Again,  it  is  the  action  taken  by  the  commander  that  produces 
the  outcome.  The  LEAP  techniques  are  considered  as  instru¬ 
mental  in  guiding  the  commander  toward  establishing  management 
objectives  and  for  providing  feedback  concerning  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  whatever  course  of  action  is  taken. 

Command  A 

The  first  administration  of  the  Interaction  Inventory  to 
Command  A  was  in  March  1978  and  t he  second  only  3  months  later 
in  June.  The  commander's  first  step  was  to  compare  the  unit's 
results  with  a  division  cross-section  sample  published  in  a 
report  (Affourtit,  1978b)  and  representing  approximately  1/3 
of  the  division.  This  initial  reference  point  revealed  that 
eight  of  the  scales  that  comprise  the  unit's  Motivational  LO 
were  below  division  standard.  Moreover,  five  of  the  eight 
Total  Command  scale  scores  were  below  the  50th  percentile, 
indicating  that  the  majority  of  Marines  in  the  command  per¬ 
ceived  these  conditions  to  be  in  a  negative  state. 

Using  the  individual  items  as  a  guide,  the  commander 
took  immediate  action  to  further  investigate  and  correct  moti¬ 
vational  deficiencies.  The  second  survey  showed  an  increase 
in  scale  values  above  the  division  standard  on  all  but  two  of 
the  primary  scales.  Moreover,  the  differences  in  motivational 
scores  between  the  two  periods  of  assessment  revt  tied 
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improvements  on  all  scales  which  were  significant  on  seven  of 
the  nine  primary  scales  of  the  Interaction  Inventory  for  the 
Total  Command.  Table  5  shows  the  LEAP  results  for  the  two 
periods  of  evaluation. 


Table  5 

Comparison  of  Two  Survey  Periods 
for  LEAP  Interaction  Inventory  Scale  Scores 


Scale 

Survey  1 

Scale  Scores 

Survey  2 

Division 

Command  Preparedness 

39.6 

49. 6*** 

48.4 

Command  Efficiency 

33.6 

46. 1 *** 

45.2 

Command  Cohesion 

45.7 

53-1** 

51.5 

Command  Equality 

52.6 

61.3** 

61.7 

Minority  Discrimination 

63.8 

67.0 

66.7 

Majority  Discrimination 

50.2 

58.6 

64.4 

Intergroup  Climate 

53.1 

61.3* 

60.6 

Justice 

43.3 

58.3*** 

55.2 

Motivational  LQ 

1)6. 1 

55 . 4*** 

55.0 

*£<.05  **£<.01  ***£<.001 


Using  the  performance  probabili'.y  measures  developed  in 
the  previous  section,  the  increased  scores  for  Command  A 
represent  a  considerable  savings  for  the  Marine  Corps. 

Command  B 

The  first  LEAP  Interaction  Inventory  was  administered  to 
members  of  Command  B  over  a  1-month  period.  Since  the  unit 
was  somewhat  unique,  there  was  no  standard  with  which  to  compare 


motivational  results.  The  unit  commander,  however,  took 
some  immediate  steps  to  improve  conditions  by  attacking  those 
issues  that  (a)  scored  beneath  the  50th  percentile  and  (b)  were 
considered  most  critical  to  the  operational  efficiency  of  the 
unit. 

A  second  survey  was  conducted  several  months  later.  The 
feedback  was  used  to  reinforce  certain  courses  of  action,  to 
realign  several  priorities,  and  to  adjust  some  procedures  and 
objectives.  A  third  motivational  survey  conducted  six  months 
after  the  second  revealed  marked  improvement  over  all  of  the 
LEAP  indicators  with  seven  of  the  10  scales  measured  increasing 
to  a  significant  level.  Table  6  shows  the  results  of  the 
three  survey  periods  and  identifies  the  areas  of  significant 
change. 

Table  6 

LEAP  Scale  Scores 
for  Three  Periods  of  Application 


1  FAP 

Scores 

Scales 

Period  1 

Pe  r i od  2 

Period  3 

Command  Preparedness 

99.6 

99.5 

55-6** 

Command  Efficiency 

98.6 

97.6 

53.8* 

Command  Cohesion 

50.6 

51.3 

57.5** 

Command  Equa  1  i ty 

65.3 

67.6 

69.3* 

Minority  Discrimination 

73.3 

77.2 

76. 1 

Majority  Discrimination 

66.7 

67.3 

69.3 

Intergroup  Climate 

66.8 

71.0 

73.2** 

Just i ce 

59.2 

55.0 

58.6 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  Program  Evaluation 
scale  showed  an  immediate  and  progressively  significant 
increase  over  the  period  studied.  The  program  being  evalu¬ 
ated  in  this  case  was  the  formalized  process  the  commander 
used  to  address  some  of  the  problems  identified  by  the  LEAP 
survey  and  to  outline  corrective  procedures  being  implemented. 
The  program  allowed  unit  members  to  impact  on  policy  deci¬ 
sions.  And,  scale  ratings  communicated  to  the  commander  that 
his  efforts  were  supported  by  participants. 

Since  Command  B  is  an  aviation  maintenance  unit,  it  was 
possible  to  show  contiguous  motivational  and  performance 
increases  vising  actual  production  criteria.  With  the  com¬ 
mander's  permission,  several  appropriate  performance  measures 
were  extracted  from  the  automated  COMNAVAIRPAC  AIMD  Component 
Production  Feedback  Reports  (1978a,  1978b,  1979a,  1979b).  In 
addition,  three  other  aviation  maintenance  commands,  selected 
for  their  similarity  to  Command  B  as  matched  control  groups, 
wore  used  to  compare  production  change  over  the  period  studied. 

Table  7  shows  the  production  change  for  four  pertinent 
performance  criteria  over  the  period  covered  by  the  LEAP 
survey  for  Command  B  and  the  experimental  control  groups."* 

The  production  criteria  were  selected  to  reflect  trouble¬ 
shooting  capability,  quality  of  repair,  production  rates, 
logistical  planning,  and  overall  unit  morale  and  efficiency. 

As  Table  7  reveals,  all  but  one  of  the  production  indices 
showed  an  improvement  over  the  study  period.  However,  all 
but  one  of  the  control  groups'  production  rates  declined  over 
the  same  period.  Further,  the  degree  of  improvement  for 
Command  B  was  statistically  significant  when  compared  to  the 


^Data  were  collected  four  four  quarterly  reports,  one 
quarter  immediately  preceding  LEAP  intervention  and  continuing 
to  a  final  quarter  covering  one  full  year  of  operation. 
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control  groups.  And,  in  one  area  where  Command  B's  production 
decreased,  the  comparison  groups'  performance  also  declined 
but  to  a  greater  degree,  the  difference  between  the  experi¬ 
mental  and  control  groups  reaching  the  .20  level  of 
significance. 

Table  7 

Comparison  of  Production  Change 
Between  Experimental  and  Control  Groups 


Mean  Change 


Performance 

Variable 

Command  B 

Control 

Groups 

T  Score 

Significance 

Level 

No  Defect  Rate 

2.70 

-0.23 

4.60 

.02 

Awaiting  Maintenance 

2.60 

-2.03 

11.14 

.01 

Awaiting  Parts 

9.80 

1.33 

13.32 

.001 

t  Ready  for  Issue 
of  Inventory 

-0.90 

-2.90 

1.19 

.20 

In  other  words,  considering  environmental  factors,  such 
as  personnel  turnover,  location,  and  seasonal  influences. 
Command  B's  production  rates  improved  with  improved  LEAP  moti¬ 
vational  scores,  and  production  improvement  was  significantly 
greater  than  similarly  designed  commands  over  the  same  period. 
Where  production  decline  was  noted  for  Command  B,  a  greater 
mean  decline  was  found  for  the  comparison  commands. 

These  results  further  establish  the  concurrent  and  pre¬ 
dictive  validity  of  the  LEAP  motivational  scales  and  illustrate 
practical  utility  of  the  LEAP  methodology  in  supporting  command 
production  improvement. 


Case  Histories 


Since  the  LEAP  is  a  leadership/management  aid  at  the 
disposal  of  the  unit  commander,  the  individual  leader  must 
derive  direct  benefit  from  application  of  the  techniques  that 
comprise  the  program.  Therefore,  the  unit  commander  can  be 
considered  the  ultimate  judge  of  the  utility  and  true  value 
of  the  program.  Moreover,  the  information  obtained  from  a 
LEAP  survey  can  be  utilized  in  a  number  of  ways  depending  on 
the  commander's  personal  style  of  leadership/management  and 
the  particular  conditions  identified  by  the  technique.  The 
case  studies  that  follow  describe  the  details  of  several  dif¬ 
ferent  applications  and  represent  the  endorsements  of  several 
commanders  who  used  the  LEAP  process  as  an  aid  in  the  context 
of  a  command  intervention. 

Case  History  1.  Controlled  Open  Forum 

During  one  Interaction  Inventory  survey,  a  recently  ar¬ 
rived  infantry  company  commander  announced  to  his  unit  that 
he  would  post  the  results  in  the  squad  bay  for  all  members  to 
review.  Unit  members  were  initially  skeptical,  althouah  pla¬ 
toon  leaders  were  in  favor  of  any  method  toward  improving  the 
poor  record  of  the  command.  The  SNCO’s  and  troops  were  cautious 
about  endorsing  the  process,  but  the  approach  conveyed  a  sense 
of  openness  and  communicated  immediately  to  unit  members  that 
the  new  CO  was  interested  in  doing  something  about  their  concerns 

Once  the  results  were  returned  and  posted,  bimonthly 
meetings  were  held  with  officers  and  staff  NCO's  during  which 
they  would  address  selected  problem  areas,  determine  the  accu¬ 
racy  of  command  perceptions,  brainstorm  arbitrary  and  complex 
issues,  gather  facts  to  support  or  refute  perceptual  judgments, 
and  develop  potential  solutions  for  improvinq  conditions.  This 
exercise  also  allowed  the  senior  members  to  acknowledqe  the 
points  of  view  of  the  junior  members  of  the  unit. 


As  pertinent  issues  were  clarified  and  recommended 
courses  of  action  were  outlined,  the  CO  and  senior  members 
addressed  the  entire  command  (usually  once  a  month)  on  a  par¬ 
ticular  issue  or  series  of  issues.  Input  from  other  members 
of  the  unit  was  solicited,  hard  evidence  of  conditions  was 
displayed  by  the  leadership,  and  recommended  courses  of  action 
were  presented  by  the  company  commander. 

The  initial  effect  of  the  process  was  a  diminished  dis¬ 
parity  between  seniors  and  subordinates  in  the  command;  that 
is,  the  process  itself  increased  group  solidarity.  Troop 
involvement  in  correcting  deficiencies  was  encouraged,  but 
the  seniors  maintained  control  of  the  situation  by  selecting 
the  issues  and  preparing  to  meet  disagreements  or  differences 
in  perception  logically  and  factually. 

In  some  cases,  the  leaders  identified  a  problem  area  anu 
described  a  solution  already  initiated  to  diffuse  a  potential 
reaction  and  eliminate  further  skepticism.  In  instances  where 
troops  had  misjudged  a  condition  or  misperceived  a  company 
policy,  the  leaders  were  prepared  to  present  the  "facts"  con¬ 
cerning,  for  example,  disciplinary  procedures,  duty  assign¬ 
ments,  or  promotion  policies.  The  command  gatherings  were 
brief,  relevant,  positive,  and  to  the  point. 

Knowledge  of  the  critical  issues  and  preparation  for 
meetings  made  the  leaders  more  confident  when  addressing  the 
troops,  and  the  process  avoided  the  potential  loss  of  control 
that  can  occur  when  groups  try  to  communicate  from  different 
points  of  view.  When  an  issue  that  was  not  prepared  for  sur¬ 
faced,  the  leaders  clarified  and  recorded  it  for  response  at 
the  next  meeting. 

According  to  the  CO,  the  insiqht  gained  from  the  anony¬ 
mous  survey  comments  also  made  him  aware  of  particular  areas 
of  troop  dissatisfaction  and  misjudgment.  This  information 
made  him  adapt  his  approach  to  the  command  in  order  to  offset 
or  diffuse  the  effects  of  misperceptions.  For  example,  since 
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most  unit  members  considered  discipline  to  be  capricious  and 
arbitrary,  during  officer  hours  defendants  now  received  a  full 
explanation  of  the  disciplinary  measures  taken  and  some 
rationale  as  to  why  punishment  may  be  different  for  someone 
else  committing  the  same  infraction.  Promotions  also  were 
awarded  with  more  explanation  of  the  specific  factors  that 
led  to  the  award  in  each  case. 

Case  History  2.  Delegation  of  Authority 

An  aviation  maintenance  commander  with  a  rather  largo 
differentiated  unit,  consisting  of  approximately  22$  Navy 
personnel,  reviewed  the  results  of  a  LEAP  survey  and  found 
the  indicators  a  thoroughly  accurate  reflection  of  his  own 
estimate  of  the  situation.  He  then  circled  those  areas  and 
issues  he  felt  required  priority  attention  and  discussed  each 
at  a  meeting  with  his  officers  and  section  heads. 

With  some  general  guidance,  he  directed  each  section 
head  to  deal  with  the  issues  identified  by  delegating  respon¬ 
sibility  down  their  respective  chains  of  command,  and  to 
especially  exercise  junior  loaders  (NCO's)  in  reviewing, 
investigating,  and  correcting  any  discrepancies  uncovered. 

He  requested  informal  periodic  feedback  concerning  the  out  - 
come  of  any’  unit  intervention,  as  well  as  roeommondat  ions  and 
suggestions  from  members  participating  in  organisation  improve¬ 
ment  projects.  The  commander  also  modified  the  required 
"Leadership"  program  to  suit  unit  needs  and  to  cover  command 
essential  topics  identified  by  the  LEAP  survey. 

Several  months  later  another  survey  was  administered. 

This  time  unit  members  were  more  enthusiastic  about  the  pro¬ 
cess  and  about  the  potential  progress  the  approach  could 
bring.  Improvements  were  noted  in  most  motivational  areas, 
particularly  in  closing  the  perceptual  gap  between  senior  and 
subordinate  members  of  the  command.  The  section  leaders  met 
again  and  were  informed  they  were  on  the  right  track  and  to 


continue  as  directed.  The  positive  feedback  had  a  catalytic 
effect  on  the  subordinate  leaders  also,  as  they  realized  their 
efforts  were  paying  off  and  were  being  recognized  by  the  CO. 

Six  months  later,  a  third  survey  was  administered.  The 
results  were  particularly  revealing.  Scores  increased  signif¬ 
icantly  (beyond  chance  variation)  in  all  but  one  of  the  moti¬ 
vational  areas  measured.  Performance  measures  also  improved 
since  the  first  survey;  repair  rates,  turnaround  time,  and 
no-defect  rates  improved  significantly  compared  to  similar 
commands. 

In  consideration  of  the  mission  and  organization  of  his 
unit,  the  commander  in  this  case  functioned  primarily  as  a 
manager  or  director  rather  than  a  unit  leader.  He  utilized 
modern  organizational  techniques,  investigated  problems, 
gathered  facts,  developed  policies  as  needed,  and  then  dele¬ 
gated  authority  to  subordinate  leaders.  He  provided  support 
and  position  power  to  junior  supervisors  and  thereby  exercised 
developing  leaders/managers  and  promoted  positive  transition 
of  authority  when  the  time  for  rotation  occurs. 

Case  History  3.  Classic  Approach 

After  administering  the  LEAP  questionnaire  to  his  entire 
command,  an  H&HS  squadron  commander  prepared  a  formalized 
report  of  his  unit's  survey  results.  He  grouped  the  data 
according  to  logical  and  mission-oriented  categories  for  the 
total  command  and  for  the  two  rank  groups,  E-5  and  below  and 
E-6  and  above.  In  this  manner,  he  identified  the  most  criti¬ 
cal  areas  of  concern  (lowest  scores)  and  specific  issues 
within  the  categories  of  organization ,  communications ,  and 
morale. 

The  commander  published  his  list  of  problem  areas  and 
established  a  study  group  composed  of  selected  officers  and 
enlisted  members  to  further  investigate  each  condition  and  to 
design  a  solution/action  program  for  review.  With  the  survey 
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results  as  a  guide,  the  study  group  uncovered  numerous 
instances  where  appropriate  action  would  improve  the  motiva¬ 
tional  level  of  the  unit.  Check-in  and  administrative  pro¬ 
cedures  created  a  poor  first  impression  for  newcomers;  sick 
bay  procedures  were  annoying  and  inefficient;  intra-squadron 
(section)  planning  and  activity  were  practically  nonexistent; 
command  functioning  was  considered  fragmentary,  diffuse,  and 
isolated;  many  Marines  did  not  understand  barracks  require¬ 
ments,  monitary  limits,  or  how  to  deal  with  local  and  personal 
problems . 

Two  chains  of  command  were  apparently  operating,  one  for 
officers  and  one  for  enlisted.  As  a  result,  communication 
was  not  consistent  or  timely,  and  complaints  came  from  both 
sectors.  Moreover,  enlisted  Marines  in  the  command  generally 
felt  their  accomplishments  were  not  recognized,  punishment  was 
considered  unfair,  and  members  did  not  seem  to  understand  the 
difference  between  rights,  responsibilities,  and  privileges. 
Generally,  the  troops  saw  a  large  gap  between  themselves  and 
the  officers.  Leaders  were  seen  to  abuse  the  privileges 
afforded  them  and  they  did  not  seem  to  understand  or  be  con¬ 
cerned  about  subordinate  problems. 

Corrective  actions  and  solutions  were  rapidly  established 
and  published  formally  with  a  full  description  of  the  action 
to  be  taken,  the  decisions  made,  and  the  target  date  or  goal 
to  be  reached.  Some  modifications  were  structural,  some 
represented  changes  in  process,  others  involved  creating  edu¬ 
cational  programs.  For  example,  the  squadron  office  was  moved 
to  a  more  central  location  to  facilitate  the  check-in  process 
and  to  avoid  loss  of  important  paperwork;  the  "buddy  system" 
was  established  for  newcomers;  and  a  thorough  indoctrination 
program  was  implemented. 

To  improve  communication  flow,  lower  level  staff  meetings 
were  established;  NCOIC's  were  included  once  a  month  at  the 
CO's  weekly  conference;  the  base  paper  and  department/section 
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newsletters  wore  utilized  to  further  inform  members  about  > 

personal,  local,  and  organizational  matters;  periodic  inter-  i 

section  "field  trips"  were  promoted  to  broaden  the  apprecia- 
t ion  of  unit  members  in  other  duty  sections  and  to  generate 
aroup  pride.  To  improve  general  morale  and  unit  identifica¬ 
tion,  field  days  and  family  days  were  planned  by  enlisted 

•  H 

committees,  and  individual  section  achievement  awards  were 
initiated  and  publicly  presented. 

Finally,  a  leadership  training  prooram  was  organized  to 
include  pertinent  command  concerns.  Half  the  time  allotted 

for  training  was  conducted  for  separate  rank  a roups  (officer,  j| 

SNOO,  NCO,  non-ratedl  and  covered  relevant  concrete  subject  i] 

areas,  such  as  rights,  privileges,  and  responsibilities  of  d 

Marines,  principles  of  counselling,  and  brief  ino  techniqiu's.  [I 

;  ■< 

In  addition,  critical  unit  issues  identified  by  the  survey 

were  broached  by  separate  rank  uroups  and  addressed  dun  no  L 

the  second  staoe  of  trainino  which  included  all  ranks  combined.  B 

A  primary  qoal  established  for  this  prooram  was  to  prepare  C 

officers,  SNCO's,  and  NOO's  to  effectively  answer  questions  P 

concerning  command  oroanizat ion  and  structure,  promot ion 

L 

systems  and  command  policies,  record  book  entries  and  fitness  ; 

reports,  UOMJ ,  NJP,  request  mast  procedures,  and  military  1 

courtesy,  etc.  j 

The  entire  process  was  recorded  and  produced  in  a  formal 
report  alono  with  brief ino  aids  and  charts  that  monitored 

prooress.  Resurveys  were  planned  periodically  to  obtain  | 

feedback  on  dec  i  s  ion-mak  ina  effectiveness.  The  report  was  ; 

voluntarily  submitted  up  the  chain  of  command  for  the  purpose 
of  sharing  the  experience  and  findinas  and  to  outline  poten¬ 
tial  solutions  for  other  commanders  in  the  area.  t 

Case  History  4.  Reorganization 

Shortly  after  takina  command  of  a  somewhat  hybrid  engi¬ 
neer  inq  support  company ,  the  new  commander  realized  that 
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conditions  in  the  unit  were  not  as  good  as  they  appeared  on 
the  surface.  According  to  the  records,  however,  maintenance 
levels  were  maintained,  equipment  was  functional ,  spare  parts 
were  available,  repair  rates  were  steady  and  efficient,  etc. 

On  the  troop  morale  side,  UA's  were  down  as  were  article 
15 's,  and  requests  mast  did  not  reveal  any  major  problem  areas. 
On  paper,  the  command  looked  well  organized  and  proficient. 

Yet,  the  commander  quickly  detected  that  the  records 
were  not  quite  accurate.  Vehicles  would  not  start;  equipment 
failed  to  function  properly;  key  staff  NCO's  and  other  unit 
members  were  not  readily  available  to  respond  to  mishaps. 

Beyond  that,  responsibility  seemed  to  be  diffused;  grumbling 
and  excuses  among  unit  members  were  rampant;  even  the  coffee 
mess  was  unkempt  and  disorganized. 

A  thorough  investigation  of  the  command  revealed  a 
Pandora's  box  of  problem  areas.  The  00  discovered  that  com¬ 
plaints  from  units  the  company  was  supporting  were  usually 
rejected  as  unsound  or  excused  as  negligence  on  the  user's 
part.  Communication  lines  between  units  and  sections  were 
unstructured  and  disorganized .  Commands  frequently  had  to  use 
informal  channels  or  other  means  to  obtain  support  and  or 
equipment.  Often  one  SNCO  would  handle  requests  from  several 
sources  insufficiently,  while  those  supposedly  responsible 
for  action  were  not  available. 

The  records  concerning  equipment  combat  readiness  did 
not  accurately  reflect  the  situation.  The  unit  was  a  long 
way  from  ready;  many  of  the  problems  that  were  not  included 
in  standard  reports  were  forgotten  or  disregarded  and  remained 
unattended.  Accordingly,  repair  rates  and  equipment  viability 
were  rot  exact ly  falsified  on  the  records,  they  were 
"est  i mated . " 

Results  of  the  I.F.AP  survey  revealed  that  Marines  below 
F- b  had  little  respect  for  or  confidence  in  the  leaders. 

They  felt  they  could  not  communicate  up  the  chain  of  command , 


SNCO's  were  uncaring  about  their  personal  and  job  situations, 
and  they  were  sufficiently  dissatisfied  with  their  assignments 
(70.6%  stated  they  would  rather  serve  in  another  unit).  The 
NCO's  were  particularly  dismayed  about  not  being  supported  and 
not  given  responsibility.  No  one  cared  about  their  jobs. 

Since  missing  muster  or  coming  late  for  work  was  easily  ex¬ 
cused  (and  often  not  officially  reported',  the  offense  was 
committed  frequently  without  fear  of  disciplinary  action,  a 
condition  no  one  really  complained  about.  Of  course,  legiti¬ 
mate  complaints,  such  as  requests  mast,  were  generally  left- 
unresolved  or  rejected,  which  made  troops  reluctant  or  cynical 
about  getting  involved  or  making  problems  known  to  commanders. 

The  most  revealing  analysis  was  given  in  the  Time-in-Unit 
breakdown  of  the  LEAP  survey  results.  New  arrivals  to  the 
command  were  generally  highly  motivated,  in  fact,  the  group 
with  less  than  J  months  in  the  command  had  higher  motivational 
scores  than  the  K-6’s  and  E-7's.  After  3  months  In  the  unit, 
however,  the  motivational  level  plummeted  and  remained  low 
untiL  members  left  the  unit.  At  the  3-month  point,  the 
novelty  of  the  experience  seemed  to  wear  off.  Troops  realized 
that  the  command  was  not  representative  of  the  Marine  Corps 
they  joined,  and  they  became  aware  that  responsibility  on  the 
job  meant  little  support  from  above  or  personal  guidance  when 
needed . 

The  staff  and  officers,  on  the  other  hand,  saw  all  ranks 
below  them  as  unmotivated,  although  they  felt  that  communica¬ 
tion,  support,  and  response  to  subordinate  Marines  (K-!>  and 
below)  wore  much  more  adequate  than  the  troops  estimated.  In 
short,  the  command  was  not  functioning  well,  and  the  true 
situation  was  reflected  through  accurate  assessment  of  unit 
performance  and  motivation. 

The  commander’s  problem  was  twofold.  He  had  to  convince 
his  seniors  that  the  efficiency  and  morale  problems  that  now 
"surfaced"  were  not  his  doing.  As  the  problems  emerged 


officially,  t ho  commander  had  an  additional  problem  of  ex¬ 
plaining  how  t  he  present  increased  inof  f  iciency ,  higher  UA 
rates,  and  article  l  r> '  s  wei  ('  part  of  the  solvit  ion  rat  hot  than 
the  problem  itself.'  Secondly,  t ho  commander  had  t o  get 
approval  for  a  complete  reorganizat ion  of  t he  unit  utilizing 
modern  organi zat tonal  development  practices. 

The  commander  eventually  received  approval  and  wont  to 
work  establishing  visual  charts  indicating  actual  work  accom 
pi i shed ,  repair  rates,  etc.  Objectives  or  goals  were  also 
established  and  progt  ess  was  measured  on  a  daily  weekly  bast** 
for  all  unit  members  to  see.  The  lines  of  commit  n  i  on  t  v  on  wet  e 
corrected  by  creating  a  Maintenance  Pont  to  l  Pettier  through 
which  all  message  traffic  was  received,  recorded ,  and  t tacked. 
Mot  ivnt  iottal  and  morale  problems  were  systematically  addressed 
Section  heads  were  briefed  together  and  individually  as  war¬ 
ranted  on  the  initial  survey  results.  Pol  icy  changes  oonsid 
ered  necessary  to  modify  percept  ions  and  improve  conditions 
were  impli'mented. 

The  process  and  structural  changes  eventually  had  a  posi 
five  impact  on  the  command.  Equipment  was  functionally 
upgraded,*  deadline  items  wore  t  racked  efficiently;  spare 
parts  were  ready  or  on  ordoi .  The  PO  also  displayed,  tor 
the  benefit  of  Kith  t i  oops  and  senior  commanders  who  visited 
the  unit,  boforo-and-af »  or  chat  t  s  indicating  t  hi'  degree  and 
rate  of  improvement  over  time. 

An  Interaction  Inventory  tosurvoy  revealed  that  t t oops 
had  developed  more  pt  ido  in  the  it  tin  i  t  .  A  renewed  sense  ot 
professional  competence  and  achievement  was  now  apparent. 

Unit  cohesion  also  increased  as  SNPO’s  developed  a  hot t ei 

l  Th  i  s  situation  illustrates  an  important  point  whore 
efficient  management  can  uncover  problems  previously  hidden 
or  uttrooogn  i  zed .  Reflecting  the  true  situation,  portoimanoo 
and  morale  indicators  may  show  an  "apparent"  decline.  Put 
thormore,  there  may  be  an  initial  negative  react  ion  towatd 
change  in  any  form  until  personnel  adapt  to  the  new  tontine. 


appreciation  for  troops'  problems  and  realized  that  leniency 
and  unchal lenqinq  work  neither  improved  morale  nor  afforded 
them  respect. 

Case  History  5.  Self -Awarenes s 

A  maintenance  company  commander  suspected  that  one  of 
his  platoon  leaders,  a  warrant  officer,  was  promoting  racial 
bias  and  thereby  causing  dissension  between  t he  minority  ami 
majority  members  in  his  section.  There  was  no  evidence  he 
could  put  his  finger  on  exactly:  an  attitude  expressed  by  the 
WO,  his  demeanor  toward  certain  Marines,  and  some  casual  com¬ 
ments  made  by  Marines  in  the  section. 

Realizing  a  potential  racial  conf rent  at  ion  was  brewing, 
the  CO  summoned  the  officer  and  outlined  the  situation  and 
his  assessment,  of  it.  The  warrant  officer  (a  former  gunnery 
sergeant  with  much  more  time  in  the  Corps  than  the  company 
commander)  became  defensive  and  denied  any  preferential  or 
discriminatory  treatment  of  members  of  his  sect  ion.  The  WO 
questioned  the  CO’s  judgment  by  explaining  ho  know  how  tv' 
handle  troops:  the  many  years  of  successful  service  and  rise 
in  leadership  position  wot  o  proof  of  It  is  capability.  He 
explained  that  there  were  a  few  vocal  malcontents  i  it  his 
platoon  that  were  responsible  for  the  00's  impression. 

The  Interaction  Inventory  was  administered  t o  the  entiie 
command  but  processed  by  duty  sect  ion,  since  each  platoon 
generally  functioned  separately  from  the  others.  This  pro¬ 
cedure  also  gave  the  company  commander  an  opportunity  t  v' 
review  his  command  as  a  whole  unit  as  well  as  t o  analyze 
differences  in  conditions  between  the  various  duty  sections. 

The  results  were  revealing  insofat  as  pet cept  ions  o t 
discrimination  within  each  section  wen'  concerned.  The  WO  * s 
section  had  a  generally  negative  condition  for  minority  dis¬ 
crimination  as  judged  by  both  minority  and  majority  mombet 
Marines.  (Score;-  were1  below  the  MM  h  percentile,  indicating 
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that  most  of  the  members  of  the  section  agreed  that  the  situ¬ 
ation  was  bad. )  Most  of  the  Marines  in  the  duty  section  were 
aware  of  the  WO's  bias  but  could  not  effectively  communicate 
the  situation  to  him.  Furthermore,  other  duty  sections' 
results  revealed  no  such  negative  judgments  in  the  area  of 
perceived  discrimination. 

With  this  evidence  in  hand,  the  company  commander  sum¬ 
moned  the  section  leader  for  counselling,  showed  him  the  data, 
and  directed  him  to  explain  how  a  couple  of  malcontents  could 
produce  such  results.  After  the  counselling,  some  of  the  staff 
NCO's  and  NCO's  were  gathered,  and  along  with  the  CO  and 
section  leader  reviewed  the  situation,  analyzed  duty  rosters, 
assignments,  and  individual  impressions,  etc.,  and  planned 
several  courses  of  action  toward  modifying  the  conditions 
that  produced  the  negative  perceptions.  The  section  leader 
did  a  lot  of  soul-searching  and  finally  realized  that  he  was 
treating  Marines  differently  merely  on  the  basis  of  color  and 
modified  his  actions  accordingly. 

Case  History  6.  Investigation  Process 

An  incident  occurred  between  two  groups  of  Marines  in 
one  command  that  resulted  in  one  Marine's  requiring  medical 
attention  for  a  knife  wound.  A  formal  investigation  of  the 
incident  produced  contradictory  explanations  and  judgments 
about  the  events  that  led  to  the  altercation  and  the  probable 
cause.  The  outcome  of  the  investigation  did  not  conclusively 
reveal  which  group  instigated  the  incident,  whether  the  action 
was  ethnically  motivated,  or  who  was  actually  involved. 

Several  alternate  theories  were  pieced  together  for  the 
final  report. 

Realizing  that  witnesses,  being  liable  for  their  testi¬ 
mony,  were  intimidated  by  the  investigators  and  were  pressured 
by  peers  to  communicate  accepted  versions  of  the  incident 
publicly,  the  CO  administered  the  LEAP  survey  to  the  entire 
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oommaml  and  re'que’ste'd  verbatim  vviwiumiI  s  about  the’  inoide’nt  as 
well  as  suggest  ions  for  improving  relations  be’twe'e’n  Marinos 
in  the  command . 

Unit  mombors  wove  able  to  cotmmtnicato  ane'nymousl  y  without 
foar  of  reprisal,  and  they  wore  not  rot  ieont  about  e’xpre’ssing 
their  opinions  and  sugge’st  ions .  f'urthe'r,  t  ho  items  in  t  ho 
questionnaire  were  structured  to  cover  the'  full  range'  of  fac¬ 
tors  that  represent  standard  concerns  of  Marinos  in  a  numbot 
of  areas,  including  Intergroup  e'limate.  The  items  helped 
respondents  organize  theit  thoughts  and  stimulated  a  number 
i^f  verbatim  comment  s  in  an  effort  to  qualify  the  response  cate¬ 
gories  of  the  Inventory.  The  activity  also  gave  mombors  a 
sense  of  involvement  and  unity  in  solving  command  problems. 

The  commander  was  able  to  elicit  additional  informat  ion 
about  the  incident  to  support  or  refute  the  theories  goner¬ 
ated  by  She'  formal  hearing.  Moreover,  he  could  indue  the 
degree  of  tension  remaining  between  groups,  systematically 
determine  probable  underlying  causes,  and  establish  a  course 
of  act  ion  designed  tv'  improve  relevant  conditions.  The  sug¬ 
gestions  made  by  troops  toward  diffusing  the  situation  were 
quite  beneficial  according  to  the  commander . 

A  leadership  lesson  on  ho-;  tv'  avert  future  conf  rout  at  ions 
also  emerged  from  the  data.  It  seems  that  an  NvV  had  the 
adversary  groups  under  control  before'  any  actual  contact  was 
made.  However,  the  N00  left  the  scene  tv'  got  additional 
help  in  resolving  the  contlict  amt  in  dispersing  the  groups. 

In  the  absence  of  a  responsible  intermediary  ami  the'  possi¬ 
bility  of  Ml'  vnvol  vome’nt  height  eneng  the  emotions  of  the' 
troops,  the’  a  1 1  e’roat  i  on  occurre’d.  Had  the'  NOO  re'maiucd  tv' 
maintain  orde>r  and  si’nt  ain't  Ium  Marine'  for  additional  suppot  t  , 
the'  inoide’nt  probably  went  1  el  not  have'  e’soalate’d. 
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Case  History  7.  Establish  Priorities 

Upon  assuming  command  of  a  unit  just  prior  to  a  demanding 
tactical  training  exercise,  a  new  CO  administered  the  LEAP  sur¬ 
vey  to  his  unit  during  the  initial  staging  period.  In  prepara¬ 
tion  for  taking  command,  the  officer  had  previously  reviewed 
the  LEAP  survey  results  of  a  division  cross  section  and  identi¬ 
fied  some  general  conditions  and  concerns  that  troops  considered 
most  critical.  He  also  took  note  of  those  conditions  that 
appeared  most  disparate  between  senior  and  junior  Marines, 
i.e.,  the  issues  that  showed  the  largest  gaps  between  the  two 
rank  groups,  such  as  information  dissemination  and  command 
organization. 

By  administering  the  LEAP  questionnaire  himself,  he  was 
able  to  inform  the  unit  that  he  wanted  to  begin  his  tour  as 
CO  by  getting  a  fix  on  the  primary  concerns  and  issues  that 
were  important  to  unit  members.  Administration  of  the  ques¬ 
tionnaire  immediately  after  his  statement  of  intent  made  it 
clear  to  the  unit  that  he  was  sincere  in  upgrading  the  morale 
and  efficiency  of  the  unit. 

Realizing  that  the  results  would  not  be  processed  imme¬ 
diately,  the  CO  strongly  encouraged  the  troops  to  express  their 
particular  concerns  in  writing  in  the  space  provided  on  their 
Answer  Forms.  Upon  reviewing  trooper  comments,  he  immediately 
gained  an  appreciation  for  key  issues  and  priorities  from  the 
points  of  view  of  unit  members. 

The  information  he  now  possessed  gave  him  substance  with 
which  to  organize  his  priorities  and  establish  goals  for  the 
unit.  The  information  also  helped  confirm  some  initial 
impressions  he  had  formed  and  aided  in  the  interpretation  of 
judgments  he  received  informally  from  junior  officers  and  key 
staff,  most  of  which  had  slightly  different  priorities  and 
perceptions  about  the  command.  He  now  had  a  balanced  view  of 
the  command,  and  by  knowing  which  judgments  about  trooper 
concerns  were  most  accurate,  he  was  able  to  determine  some 
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measure  of  credibility  among  his  subordinate  leaders.  He  felt 
more  confident  about  making  decisions  in  preparation  for  the 
difficult  exercise  that  the  unit  faced. 

During  the  days  of  the  tactical  exercise,  the  commander, 
pressed  with  numerous  demands  and  details  that  required  imme¬ 
diate  attention,  forced  himself  to  deal  alternately  with  at 
least  some  of  the  concerns  that  the  survey  printout  revealed 
as  prominent  among  unit  personnel  --  issues  that  were  considered 
to  have  been  insufficiently  addressed  in  the  past.  Even  though 
the  immediate  tactical  demands  seemed  more  critical  at  the 
time,  he  realigned  his  priorities  to  allot  some  effort  toward 
personnel  issues  --  issues  that  conventional  wisdom  dictated 
should  be  placed  on  the  "back  burner." 

In  addition,  as  he  interacted  with  the  troops  during 
field  exercises,  rather  than  engaging  primarily  in  small  talk, 
he  was  able  to  take  the  initiative  and  communicate  more 
directly  with  the  troops  on  relevant  issues,  probe  for  further 
information,  and  solicit  suggestions  about  upgrading  unit 
climate . 

The  effect  of  the  entire  approach,  according  to  the  com¬ 
mander,  was  very  positive.  Admittedly,  he  normally  would  not 
have  considered  many  of  the  conditions  he  dealt  with  during 
such  a  hectic  schedule.  But,  the  fact  that  he  did  utilize 
some  of  the  time  on  issues  the  troops  felt  were  personally 
important  had  a  motivating  effect  on  unit  members.  The  unit 
performed  an  outstanding  job  during  the  exercise  --  100  percent 
training  attendance  during  the  entire  period,  no  absenteeism, 
no  one  missing  muster,  good  coordination  between  seniors  and 
subordinates,  and  all  duty  watches  responsibly  carried  out. 

The  spirit  and  group  solidarity  expressed  was  officially  noted 
by  the  senior  training  officer  in  an  after-action  report. 

While  the  totality  of  leadership  displayed  by  the  CO 
deserves  full  credit  for  the  outcome,  the  CO  felt  that 
adapting  his  priorities  to  include  some  key  personnel  issues 


and  the  intelligent  manner  with  which  he  was  able  to  approach 
his  troops  were  primarily  responsible  for  gaining  the  confi¬ 
dence,  respect,  and  response  of  the  Marines  in  this  new  command. 

Case  History  8.  Poor  Communication 

In  an  effort  to  identify  some  definitive  causes  for  an 
inordinate  number  of  UA's  in  his  command,  a  reserve  company 
commander  administered  the  Interact  ion  Inventory  to  his  unit 
immediately  following  a  weekend  drill.  After  reviewing  the 
results,  the  commander  focused  on  the  single  most  negatively 
perceived  command  issue  (item  statement)  shown  on  the  mot iva- 
tional  profile.  The  commander  reasoned  that  this  issue  was 
not  only  the  most  critical  but  the  one  about  which  unit 
members  were  most  certain.  tie  reasoned  that  tit  is  issue  would 
be  used  by  unit  members  as  a  premise  to  deduce  a  number  of 
other  negative  conditions  for  which  little  evidence  may  be 
ava  i  lalvle . 

According  to  the  survey,  most  of  the  enlisted  Marines  in 
the  tin  it  considered  the  promot  ion  system  within  the  command 
to  be  unfair  and  discriminatory .  Moreover,  when  the  data 
were  processed  for  minority  and  majority  members,  both  groups 
saw  racial  bias  as  a  factor  for  advancement  in  rank.  In  this 
case,  at  least,  one  group  had  to  bo  wrong. 

Since  the  CO  considered  his  promot ion  policy  tv'  bo  fair 
and  conducted  in  accordance  with  Marine  Corps  policy,  he  was 
surprised  by  the  results  of  the  l.l'AP  survey.  Further  inquiry 
into  the  allegation  during  the  next  dri l 1  revealed  that  the 
majority  of  the  troops  considered  t ime- in-grade  as  the  ulti¬ 
mate  criterion  for  promot. ion.  They  did  not  fully  understand 
how  the  promot ion  system  worked,  they  could  not  calculate 
their  individual  composite  scores,  and  many  claimed  they  were 
unaware  of  a  composite  scoring  system  or  standard  promot ion 
pol icy . 
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As  a  result  of  this  misconception,  whenever  a  black  or 
white  Marine  received  a  promotion  with  less  time-in-grade  than 
another  Marine  of  a  different  race,  the  group  associated  with 
the  non-promoted  Marine  surmised  that  discrimination  was  the 
reason.  Moreover,  the  commander's  initial  assumption  was 
right,  the  certainty  of  the  "evidence"  of  racial  bias  in 
promotion  was  the  basis  for  a  number  of  other  misperceptions 
concerning  discrimination  in  the  command.  The  troops  ration¬ 
alized,  excused,  or  filtered  out  any  evidence  contradicting 
their  "theory"  as  an  exception  to  the  rule. 

Since  none  of  the  Marines  desired  a  racial  confrontation, 
except  for  a  few  derogatory  comments  made  within  isolated 
groups,  the  issue  of  discrimination  was  never  really  discussed 
openly.  Officers  and  key  staff  NCO's  were  generally  unaware 
of  the  intensity  of  the  situation  and  shrugged  off  comments 
overheard  as  meaningless.  But,  if  resentment  was  not  vocal, 
it  was  intense  as  indicated  by  the  anonymous  LEAP  survey 
results . 

The  solution  was  simple.  The  CO  quickly  modified  the 
training  schedule  to  include  a  concentrated  educational  pro¬ 
ject.  The  morning  of  the  next  drill,  he  summoned  his  platoon 
commanders,  First  Sergeant,  and  company  "gunny"  and  directed 
them  to  gather  the  enlisted  Marines  in  small  groups,  and  with 
individual  record  books  in  hand,  explain  precisely  how  the 
promotion  system  actually  functions,  and  exactly  what  each 
individual  had  to  accomplish  before  a  promotion  could  be 
awarded . 

This  case  is  a  good  example  of  poor  communication  between 
the  officers  and  enlisted  members.  The  officers  were  certain 
that  the  troops  had  previously  been  informed  about  the  promo¬ 
tion  system,  and  they  assumed  troops  understood  why  they  were 
or  were  not  promoted.  However,  whether  they  received  a  lecture 
or  promotion  while  attached  to  the  unit,  were  initially  edu¬ 
cated  during  recruit  training,  or  were  informally  briefed 
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during  platoon  formation,  the  fact  remained  that  they  did  not 
understand  the  system,  and  their  performance  reflected  a  crit¬ 
ical  mis judgment  of  company  policy. 

The  commanding  officer  took  the  stand  that  the  officers 
and  key  SNCO’s  were  not  only  responsible  for  communicating 
such  information,  but  they  were  also  responsible  for  assuring 
comprehension.  Assuming  information  is  absorbed  by  an  audience 
merely  because  it  was  imparted  does  not  guarantee  the  perfor¬ 
mance  change  for  which  the  information  was  intended. 

Case  History  9.  Developing  Leadership 

An  Amphibious  Assault  Vehicle  commander  directed  his 
platoon  leaders  to  administer  the  LEAP  survey  to  their  respec¬ 
tive  sections.  Each  officer  was  required  to  develop  motiva¬ 
tional  profiles  for  several  different  groups  (by  education, 
rank,  ethnic,  EAS,  etc.)  as  an  exercise  in  learning  about  the 
Marines  that  comprise  the  unit. 

At  an  informal  officers  call,  the  leaders  discussed  their 
results  from  the  standpoints  of  the  different  groups  within 
the  command.  They  identified  common  command  weaknesses  and 
attempted  to  induce  reasons  for  certain  trends  that  were 
peculiar  to  groups  with  different  backgrounds  or  at  different 
periods  in  their  tours  as  Marines.  The  exercise  was  an 
attempt  to  analyze  group  motivation,  understand  expectations, 
and  promote  more  flexibility  in  dealing  with  diverse  groups. 

The  company  commander  theorized  that,  while  Marines  are  a 
generally  homogenous  group,  there  are  important  individual 
differences  among  Marines  that,  properly  considered  by 
leaders,  could  be  instrumental  in  controlling  and  influencing 
their  behavior.  Considering  individual  differences  actually 
promotes  command  solidarity  and  individual  identification 
with  unit  goals. 

The  company  commander  felt  that  this  exercise  was  not 
only  beneficial  in  gaining  knowledge  about  unit  concerns  and 
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priorities,  but  was  also  a  valuable  lesson  in  understanding 
the  rationale  behind  various  perceptions  of  Marines.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  insight  acquired  from  this  exercise  became  a 
catalyst  for  positive  and  productive  interaction  between  the 
leaders  and  the  troops.  Young  officers  became  less  reluctant 
to  approach  junior  Marines  in  the  unit.  The  leaders  were  able 
to  address  relevant  matters  with  a  group  and  on  a  one-to-one 
basis,  generate  rapport,  and  communicate  more  intelligently 
and  rationally  with  unit  members. 

Although  the  self-scoring  process  was  a  tedious  weekend 
chore,  the  young  officers  expressed  the  feeling  that  they  had 
learned  something  that  enhanced  their  value  as  leaders. 

As  these  case  histories  illustrate,  the  information 
obtained  from  a  LEAP  survey  can  be  addressed  in  any  number  of 
ways  depending  on  the  individual's  approach  to  problem 
solving.  The  primary  purpose  of  an  intelligence-gathering 
technique  like  the  LEAP  is  to  gain  control  and  influence  over 
the  group  the  leader  was  assigned  to  lead.  In  this  respect, 
on  a  pragmatic  level,  the  commander's  philosophy  or  style  of 
leadership  is  not  a  real  consideration,  whether  the  leader 
is  more  disposed  toward  Machiavellian  principles  or  espouses 
Jeffersonian  concepts,  he  or  she  is  more  able  to  manipulate 
incentives  or  be  guided  by  group  desires  (as  the  case  may  be) 
by  having  a  firm  understanding  of  the  motivational  orienta¬ 
tion  of  the  unit  toward  pertinent  command  issues. 
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Discussion 


This  study  was  conducted  to  determine  the  economic 
feasibility  of  the  LEAP  as  in  organizational  development  tool 
for  the  small  unit  commander.  The  data  of  the  study  focused 
on  three  primary  cost-benefit  considerations.  Fiist,  the 
diagnostic  capability  of  the  LEAP  techniques  was  established 
through  validity  estimates  between  LEAP  scale  scores  and  both 
absentee  and  reenlistment  criteria  using  input  from  a  sample 
of  Marine  Corps  commands. 

The  second  part  of  the  evaluation  concentrated  on  several 
pre-post  measures  of  commands  that  utilized  the  LEAP  to  iden¬ 
tify  problem  areas,  effect  positive  change,  and  determine 
outcome  variables.  One  command  in  the  sample  systematical ly 
monitored  the  effects  of  intervention  and  the  results  showed 
a  significant  improvement  in  both  the  motivational  climate 
of  the  command  and  several  performance  efficiency  indicators. 
Furthermore,  the  improvement  was  progressively  higher  than 
control  group  commands  which  showed  no  significant  gain  over 
the  period  studied. 

Finally,  the  manner  in  which  the  LEAP  was  utilized  by 
commanders  in  the  context  of  various  situations  was  explored. 
Case  histories  involving  LEAP  application  provided  general 
information  about  how  the  program  functions  to  support  the 
commander.  The  descriptions  of  field  application  also  sup¬ 
plied  endorsements  of  the  LEAP  method  by  field  commanders. 

The  findings  of  this  study  demonstrate  that  the  LEAP  is 
a  valid  aid  for  the  small  unit  commander  that  can  be  effec¬ 
tively  utilized  to  diagnose  conditions,  plan  intervention, 
and  evaluate  outcomes. 

If  an  assessment  technique  is  a  va 1  id  reflection  of  unit 
readiness  and  proficiency,  and  if  the  unit  commander  is  pro¬ 
vided  the  guidelines  and  support  necessary  to  apply  the 
technique  autonomously  to  evaluate  eommand  capability,  then 
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the  commander  can  develop  effective  leadership/management 
procedures  without  the  involvement  of  organizational  consul¬ 
tants  or  intervention  specialists.  Similar  organizational 
development  programs  implemented  by  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force  require  the  expertise  of  intervention  specialists  to 
function  as  conduits  through  which  techniques  are  administered, 
results  are  interpreted,  and  goals  are  established. 

The  use  of  these  experts  necessitates  economic  justifica¬ 
tion  which  diminishes  the  cost-benefit  impact  of  the  entire 
effort.  Moreover,  additional  management  techniques  acquired 
by  the  intervention  specialists  can  also  be  imparted  to  the 
unit  commander.  A  number  of  methods  designed  for  producing 
process,  structural,  or  psychological  change  can  easily  be 
acquired  by  field  commanders  through  educational  involvement 
or  by  programmed  instruction  texts  like  the  LEAP  Manual.  If 
the  same  impact  on  organizational  development  can  be  achieved 
through  a  self-development  methodology,  then  not  only  would 
government  agencies  realize  a  considerable  savings  in  manpower 
expenditures,  but  most  of  the  shortcomings  of  the  "consultant." 
strategy  would  be  eliminated,  such  as:  loss  of  command  con¬ 
fidentiality  and  diminished  self-reliance  on  the  part  of  the 
unit  commander. 

Another  position  posed  by  proponents  of  outside  consul¬ 
tant  assistance  is  that  the  unit  commander  lacks  the  objec¬ 
tivity  to  deal  with  conditions  within  his  or  her  own  command 
and,  therefore,  requires  a  specialist  to  identify  weaknesses 
in  the  command  structure.  This  notion  is  debunked  by  the 
intervention  specialists  themselves  through  further  claims 
that  those  who  avail  themselves  of  the  consultant's  talents 
are  left  with  sufficient  insight  to  command  effectively. 
Whatever  magic  is  bestowed  on  those  erstwhile  bedazzled 
commanders  to  make  them  more  perspicacious  can  be  imparted 
en  masse  with  considerably  less  expense.  The  fact  is,  the 
OD  consultant  represents  an  additional  staff  officer  over  the 
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T/0  of  the  unit  with  a  background  in  OD  technology.  Any 
additional  staff  help  for  an  overburdened  command  will  be 
welcomed  and  should  produce  a  positive  effect. 

The  principal  drawback  of  the  completely  decentral ized 
organizational  development  model  is  the  inability  to  collect 
and  process  evaluation  data.  Such  information  can  be  analyzed 
to  produce  viable  solutions  for  various  command  conditions. 
While  the  intervention  specialist  can  serve  this  purpose, 
command  data  must  be  obtained  voluntarily  under  the  threat 
to  unit  confidentiality.  Few  commanders  are  willing  to  expose 
their  "dirty  laundry";  especially  to  a  fellow  officer  who, 
"consultant"  or  not,  is  responsible  to  the  higher  command. 

However,  it  may  be  possible  to  promote  voluntary  submis¬ 
sion  of  command  data  through  a  centralized  data  bank  while 
maintaining  unit  anonymity.  The  LEAP  Network  Monitor  System 
(LNMS)  is  designed  to  function  on  a  voluntary  and  anonymous 
basis  as  an  information  storage  and  retrieval  data  bank  for 
field  commanders. 

Information  input,  recommendations,  and  solutions  dis¬ 
covered  can  be  analyzed,  and  data  feedback  can  bo  presented 
in  consideration  of  any  number  of  influencing  conditions,  such 
as  unit  composition,  mission,  unit  status,  location,  or  effec¬ 
tive  strength.  Figure  8  illustrates  how  the  LNMS  will  operate. 

As  data  is  accumulated,  the  LNMS  can  be  used  as  a  resource 
center  to  monitor  the  effects  of  actual  environmental  and 
internal  command  conditions  that  influence  combat  readiness 
and  to  transmit  common  solutions  to  common  Marine  Corps 
problems.  Such  results,  based  on  actual  conditions,  will 
also  be  beneficial  in  training  new  commanders  to  make  the 
most  appropriate  and  effective  decisions  prior  to  command 
assignment. 

Furthermore,  it  is  possible,  through  this  system,  to 
produce  division,  wing,  and  group  level  profiles  without 
threat  to  the  small  unit  commander.  Such  reports,  based  on 
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represent at  i vo  s.tmplf:!,  can  be  used  us  a  feedback  mechanism 
tor  l.KAP  users  providinq  a  cross-sect  ion  standard.  Comman¬ 
ders  ran  estimate  their  position  with  requrd  to  conditions 
discovered  on  a  lurqe  scale,  and  unit  priorities  and  objec¬ 
tives  based  on  levels  actually  achieved  within  the  command 
can  be  established. 

Division  level  reports  provide  input  to  senior  commanders 
allowing  them  to  deal  with  some  of  the  problems  that  have  an 
impact  on  company  level  performance,  but  that  qo  beyond  the 
small  unit  leader's  realm  of  responsibility.  To  date  a 
Marine  Barracks  and  two  division  reports  have  been  produced. 

Coneorninq  data  collection  and  evaluation  research,  there 
is  a  wealth  of  information  available  in  the  Marine  Corps  for 
those  who  desire  to  claim  it.  Such  information  systematically 
retrieved  and  analyzed  represents  a  valuable  resource  that 
can  be  translated  into  suvinqs  in  time,  enerqy,  and  funds. 

For  example,  it  has  been  est.abl  ished  that  the  l.KAP  can 


effectively  measure  motivational  differences  in  commands  that 
produce  higher  reenlistment  rates,  promote  signi f icantly  less 
absenteeism  among  personnel,  and  generate  higher  production, 
reduced  error,  and  more  quality  output.  The  commands  that 
are  able  to  accomplish  this,  even  under  the  most  difficult  of 
environmental  influences,  hold  the  key  to  successful  contem¬ 
porary  leadership.  And,  those  commands  that  function  below 
the  norm  under  controlled  conditions  also  possess  many  lessons 
to  learn. 

Identifying  motivational  differences  that  separate  the 
high  from  the  low  functioning  commands  is  the  first  step 
toward  discovering  the  actual  operations  that  separate  out¬ 
standing  leaders  from  the  marginal  performers.  These  oper¬ 
ations  can  be  analyzed,  defined,  and  communicated  to  other 
Marines  in  an  effort  to  upgrade  the  performance  of  the  Marine 
Corps  substantially.  Using  the  LEAP  as  an  evaluation  process 
to  generate  training  material  for  Marine  leaders  at  all  levels 
is  a  rational  second  step  for  the  program. 

While  the  LEAP'S  greatest  strength  is  its  decentralized 
simplicity  and  independence  from  intervention  specialists, 
the  primary  potential  weakness  lies  at  the  central  source  of 
development,  evaluation,  and  support.  Such  a  decentralized 
strategy  demands  a  hiqhly  technical  and  proficient  supporting 
agent.  A  well-integrated  systematic  process  of  maintenance 
and  management  is  necessary  to  diagnose  difficulties  and 
upgrade  system  components,  facilitate  communication  links, 
and  provide  intelligent  guidance  to  unit  commanders  and  datn- 
processing  corollaries.  Most  important,  a  program  like  the 
LEAP  needs  a  prime  mover,  a  highly  qualified  professional  to 
take  full  responsibility  for  all  aspects  of  the  project,  down 
to  the  individual  user,  and  to  respond  to  practical,  as  well 
as  scientific  inquiries  from  within  and  outside  the  Corps. 

Beyond  the  expertise  required  for  basic  maintenance  of 
the  LEAP  are  field  requests  for  additional  assessment  materials. 
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modified  processing  procedures,  results  concerning  evaluated 

solutions,  and  acceptable  designs  for  senior  level  application  1 

and  large-scale  CD  projects.  instructional  materials  are  also 
needed  on  basic  organizational  processes,  leadership  styles, 
and  decision-making  possibilities  --  the  contents  of  the 
organizational  consultant's  bag  of  tricks. 

The  LEAP  is  not  a  Utopian  idea.  Discovering  ways  to  up¬ 
grade  command  efficiency  is  not  a  problem  caused  by  a  dearth 
of  individual  leadership  material  within  the  Marine  Corps,  nor 
is  it  hindered  by  the  lack  of  a  valid  evaluation  methodology. 

The  difficulty  lies  in  the  efficiency  of  the  bureaucrat  in¬ 
decision-making  process  that  is  necessary  to  combine  success¬ 
ful  leadership  with  proven  analytical  techniques.  The  end 
result  of  this  combination  will  be  a  rational  t raining - 
development:  model  for  the  benefit  of  present  and  future  Marines. 

The  future  course  of  the  Marine  Corps  is  clear.  The 
Corps  must  protect  its  initial  investment  and  maximize  its 
potential.  The  Corps  must  secure  and  build  upon  the  founda¬ 
tion  established  by  the  LEAP  and  take  the  position  as  a  model 
for  other  military  services  to  follow.  Lacking  internal 
expertise  and  operating  on  a  limited  budget,  the  Corps  must 
avoid  the  diffusion  of  responsibility  and  stagnation  produced 
by  a  bureaucratic  system  of  high-turnover  billets  in  which 
proficient  military  persons  are  transformed  inti'  a  parade  of 
amateur  technicians  and  inefficient  bureaucrats.  Small  unit 
commanders  require  only  limited  central  support  to  utilize  the 
program  properly  as  a  leadership/management  self-development 
strategy.  Ignorance  and  neglect  at  the  policy  and  support 
level  are  the  greatest  enemies  of  a  program  like  the  LEAP. 

The  Marine  Corps  must  not  withdraw  to  the  position  of  many 
central  supporting  agencies  aptly  described  by  Ereud  years 
ago  --  "They  conjure  up  an  ugly  picture  of  mills  which  grind 
so  slowly  that,  before  the  flour  is  ready,  men  are  dead  of 
hunger"  (1 932). 


Conclusion 


The  evidence  presented  in  this  study  demonstrates  that 
the  LEAP  is  a  viable  program  for  commanders  and  a  sound 
investment  for  the  Marine  Corps.  The  LEAP  represents  a  cost- 
beneficial  resource  for  the  small  unit  commander  in  identifying 
organizational  deficiencies,  planning  intervention,  and  eval¬ 
uating  outcomes.  Many  of  the  conditions  that  lead  to  absen¬ 
teeism,  reenlistment,  and  production  efficiency  can  be 
controlled  at  the  small  unit  level.  Through  proper  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  program,  Marine  commanders  can  be  guided  to 
produce  substantial  savings  in  manpower  retention,  efficiency, 
and  utilization. 

While  material  incentives  are  often  used  to  attract  per¬ 
sonnel  and  to  promote  professionalism  in  the  military,  not 
enough  emphasis  is  placed  on  intrinsic  organizational  and 
motivational  variables.  The  latter  represents  a  more 
rational,  durable,  and  economical  approach  toward  maintaining 
effective  military  strength. 

However,  proper  support  at  the  policy-making  level  is 
essential  for  the  program  to  function  efficiently.  The 
Marine  Corps  cannot  afford  to  take  any  position  other  than 
full  support  of  the  LEAP.  Any  alternative  approach  toward 
organizational  development  would  be  more  costly,  and  no  effort 
in  this  area  would  represent  a  considerable  forfeiture  of 
increased  combat  readiness. 
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